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SUMMARY AND CONCLiUSIONS 
What conclusions can be drawn from these data concerning 
local hog marketing practices and the adequacy of the market 
for hogs from the farmers' point of view? 
1. One feature of the marketing practices that stands out is 
their great heterogeneity. This heterogeneity is evident in the 
weights at which the hogs are sold, the number of hogs per lot, 
the number of lots, the time of year at which they are sold and 
the distances hauled to market. 
The differences are most striking between different individ-
uals in a given county or district, as shown by the large size of 
most of the standard deviations; between the county and dis-
trict averages over the state the heterogeneity is not so great. 
Uniform as Iowa and Iowa farms appear, especially in compari-
son with some other states, still a high degree of diversity in 
hog production and marketing practices actually exists; and 
this diversity is greater from individual to individual in a given 
county or district than from county to county or district to dis-
trict. Iowa farmers' marketing practices are certainly not 
highly standardized. 
2. A second conclusion is that a similarly high degree of 
heterogeneity exists in the hog marketing system. Hogs are 
sold to or through a dozen or more different kinds of buyers in 
percentages that vary greatly from farmer to farmer and from 
county to county. These buyers range all the way from pack-
ers taking as many as a million head of hogs apiece annually 
and getting most of the hogs in an area several counties in ex-
tent, to local buyers (by far the most important kind, numeri-
cally and quantitatively) each covering a very limited local 
territory and handling only a small percentage of the hogs 
even there. 
3. One or more packing plants are within easy trucking dis-
tance (40 or 50 miles) of every farmer in all but a part of the 
southwestern area of the state. Yet only 11 percent of the hogs 
go direct from the farmer to the packing plants located in the 
state, and only 6 percent to the concentration points (which 
are chiefly packer--owned; this means that the hogs pass directly 
into the hands of the packer buyer there, the same as at the 
packing plant). 
The bulk of the farmers' hogs-83 percent-go through the 
hands of one or more intermediaries before they reach the 
packer; 48 percent of the butcher hogs are sold to the local 
buyer, 18 percent go through commission men, 11 percent 
through local cooperatives, 4 percent to other farmers and 2 
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percent through other channels. Most farmers evidently believe 
that these intermediaries market their hogs better than they 
can themselves; or perhaps they figure that marketing their own 
hogs takes more time and equipment than it is worth. 
4. The trade territories in which the interior packing plants 
buy direct are very roughly circular areas with the plant as 
center. The plants are located at some distance from each other, 
so the different trade t erritories do not overlap much. In the 
main, each interior plant stays out of the others' territories. 
But the concentration points, mostly owned by the national 
packers, appear to be consciously located in the various interior 
packing plant territories. Whether this results from a definite 
plan on the part of some of the national packers to engage in 
direct competition with the interior packers on their home 
grounds is not known. The question is complicated by the fact 
that three of the national packers, Swift, Armour and Wilson, 
have each taken over the control of one or more of the interior 
plants, in some cases before 1933, in other cases after 1933. 
5. The number of buyers in the state (3,000) is so large and 
their nature so diverse that one of the physical requirements 
for intense competition (a large number of buyers) appears to 
be satisfied. 
The data do not show, however, whether the economic require-
ments for perfect competition are satisfied. Many of the buyers 
are under direct orders from their h ead buyer, so that the num-
ber of independently competing buyers is less than the total 
number of buyers. The data also do not show to what extent, 
if any, independent buyers abandon part of their independence 
and adopt a "follow the leader" price policy. The data also 
do not show how fully and accurately informed the sellers and 
buyers are. 
Local Hog Marketing Practices 
in lawai 
By GEOFFREY SHEPHERD AND NORMAN V. STRAND" 
The purpose of this bulletin is to show statistically how Iowa 
farmers sell their hogs. . 
Hitherto, the bulk of the livestock marketing statistics has 
been obtained from t erminal markets and meat packers. Such 
data tell very little about the farmer's end of the marketing 
machinery. For example, they do not show how much of the 
livestock that is sold" direct to packers" really moves direct 
(without going through one or more local dealers). They do not 
show statistically whether individual farmers usually patronize 
one buyer, or whether they" shop around" among several buy-
ers. They do not show how far farmers range in their search 
for market outlets. Neither do they show what the local dealer 
situation is-whether there is a large number of small dealers 
dividing up the business in a manner that results in an excessive 
duplication of services, or whether there is a comparatively 
small number of dealers, each of whom handles a large share. 
These questions, and others of a similar kind, have gone un-
answered for lack of local marketing statistics until very re-
cently when some new data have become available. The AAA 
hog compliance forms for 1933 show the numbers of hogs sold 
by individual farmers, the times of sale, the buyers and some 
other relevant information. These statistics throw some light 
on farmers' local livestock marketing practices. They deal 
only with hogs, and they illuminate only parts of that field, but 
they show those parts up in clear detail. 
The basic information is available in the AAA hog compliance 
forms. But bringing it together and analyzing it by appropriate 
statistical methods is an enormous task. The number of reports 
is very large; there were 170,756 of them in Iowa in 1933. And 
they are not centralized in one office at Des Moines or Washing-
ton. The records for each county are kept in each county seat 
town. There was no way of centralizing these reports, so investi-
gators had to get the basic data by traveling to every county 
seat town in Iowa, spending 3 or 4 days at each town. 
The difficulty arising from the large number of reports was 
1 Project 518, Iowa Agricultural Experiment Sta tion. Assistance In the 
preparation of these materials was furnished by the personnel of Works Prog-
r ess Administration, Official Project No. 165-72-6501. Acknowledgment Is 
also due to J on a tha n Willis Townsend of the Bulletin Office staff, Iowa Agri-
cultural Experiment Station, for getting the ch a rts dra fted in good form. 
• Mr. Shepherd is a member of the Agricultural Economics Section of the 
Iowa Agricultura l Experimerit Station at I owa State College. Mr. Strand Is 
research assis t a nt, Iowa State Planning Board, a nd Project Supervisor, Works 
Progress Administration in I owa. 
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overcome by the use of sampling technique. This involved the 
question: How large a sample would be required to provide 
reasonably accurate results? 
To answer this question one county (Story) was selected, and 
a complete enumeration was made of all the data for the county. 
Tests were then made with three different sized samples-5, 10 
and 20 percent of all the contracts in the county. The procedure 
of this testing is explained in some detail in Appendix A. It was 
concluded that a 20 percent sample would be required for satis-
factory accuracy (about 16 percent of the farms in each county, 
depending on sign-up). That size of sample was adopted for all 
the counties. The number of records upon which this investiga-
tion is based, therefore, is 34,126, about 20 percent of 170,756. 
The Iowa State Planning Board agreed to sponsor the study, 
and the county records were made available for study by the of-
ficials of the AAA. 
The tenure status of the farm operator was shown on the 
original records. In view of the importance of tenancy prob-
lems, the computations were carried through separately for 
each tenure group to show what differences (if any) were asso-
ciated with the tenure status of the farm operator. 
It is difficult to present the results of this study in simple 
form because of its detailed nature. But this very detail is one 
of the most valuable features of the data, since it shows not only 
the picture for the state as a whole but also the variation within 
the state from county to county. Where presentation in full 
detail seems essential, the data are shown here by counties. In 
Fig. 1. Crop reporting districts of Iowa. 
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many cases, where less detail is needed, the data are shown only 
by the nine crop reporting districts in the state. 
The data refer only to the one year, 1933. Conditions change 
from year to year-feed supplies, number of hogs, weights, 
etc.-so that the conclusions based upon the 1933 data do not 
necessarily hold for other years. But 1933 was about an aver-
age year as far as physical matters go; the supplies of feed and 
numbers of hogs were about normal, so the conclusions repre-
sent average conditions in the state as a whole. 
AVERAGE NUMBER OF HOGS SOLD PER FARM 
The average number of hogs sold per farm operator in 1933 
is shown by tenure groups and crop reporting districts and for 
the state as a whole in table 1.3 The districts are shown in fig. 1. 
TABLE 1. AVERAGE NUMBER OF ALL HOGS SOLD BER FARM OPERATOR IN 
1933, BY DISTRICTS AND TENURE GROUPS, WITH 
District 
Northwestern 
North cent..,1 
Northeastern 
East central 
Central 
West central 
Southwestern 
S<>uth central 
STANDA ltD DEVIATIONS. 
Owner Tenant Part owner* All 
--- ----------------------
Standard Standard Standard I Standard 
Average ~~~,Average ~' Average_~ 
79 . 9 61.7 75 . 0 54.7 g,S.2 66 .2 77.6 57 S 
77 . 3 
65.1 
84.8 
78.3 
84.4 
84.0 
65.2 
56.6 
4V.8 
63.8 
61.2 
63.5 
74.7 
53.9 
65.1 
60 . 6 
80.2 
66 . 7 
68.8 
71.5 
55.2 
4'3.2 
41. 7 
57.9 
53.7 
53.9 
54.1 
47.0 
S1.5 
71. 2 
99.1 
92-4 
99.9 
95.4 
67.0 
64.8 
53.1 
78.9 
100 . 7 
86.0 
61.2 
49.4 
7.0.0 
63.2 
83.2 
72.1 
75.6 
77 . 7 
59.9 
49 . 7 
45.3 
61. 9 
38.0 
59.4 
64.4 
50 . 2 
Southeastern 77 .2 66.1 74.0 57.8 91.3 81.4 76.5 63.4 
Sta~e 77.5 6i-:7 ~ 52.3 ~17;l,"6r73.0I-m.6 
*A part owner is an operator who farms s().me additional land which he has rented from Borne -
ona else. 
" In any study, the r esults of which are based on samples drawn from a 
population, differences shown by the means of any two or more c lassifications of 
data mayor may not be Significant of differences in the population as classi-
fi ed . In other words, differences in means may result from random error or 
failure of the sample to show actual population differences or similarities. 
A test has been devised by "Student," called a "t" t est, which shows 
whether or not the mea n differences of the samples are s ignificant of popu-
lation differences or are traceable to random error. 
In all sections of this bulletin "t" tests have been run between representa-
tive means. A signific<L"t diffe rence at the 5 percent level means that 95 
times in 100 the differences in means as shown by the samples are significant 
of population differences; at the 1 percent level 99 times in 100. Nonsignifi-
cant differences are by definition those whose computed "t" values fall under 
the tabular "t" value for any specified number of degrees of freedom arid 
may therefore, in many cases, not result from actual differences in any two 
or more strata of the population. The significant differences mentioned in the 
text may be interpreted in the light of this explanation. See Snedecor, .George 
W., Statistical Methods, Collegiate Press, Inc., Ames, Iowa, 1938, for details 
of the methods of computation and rationalization of the procedure. 
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The average number of hogs sold was the highest in the east 
central district and lowest in the south central. In all districts 
the tenants sold the smallest number of hogs per farm, and the 
part owners sold the highest number, the owner group r emain-
ing in between. The standard deviations are high; many farm-
ers sold considerably larger or smaller numbers of hogs than the 
average! 
Further information can be provided by breaking down the 
figures in table 1 to show the two classes of hogs-slaughter 
hogs and feeder pigs. Hogs are sold for immediate slaughter 
at a state average market weight of 239 pounds, but a small 
amount of young stock is sold as feeders. The only basis for 
dividing the hogs into these classes was the weight at which 
they sold. Study of market receipts and packers' slaughter 
data and preliminary tests of the present data indicated that 
the dividing line should be drawn at about 140 pounds. Slaugh-
ter hogs are thus defined as those weighing 140 pounds or more, 
and feeder pigs are those weighing less than 140 pounds. The 
data for both classes are shown in table 2. 
The east central and the northwestern districts lead in the 
number of slaughter hogs sold per farm. The south central dis-
trict, which sells the least number of slaughter hogs per farm 
TABLE 2. NUMBER OF SLAUGHTER HOGS SOLD PER FARMER, NUMBER OF 
FEEDER PIGS SOLD PER FARMER SELLING FEEDER PIGS, 
PERCENTAGE OF FARMERS SELLING FEEDER 
PIGS AND PERCENTAGE OF TOTAL 
HOGS SOLD AS FEEDERS, 
BY DISTRICTS. 
No. of slaughter No. of feeder Percent Percent 
District hogs sold per pigs sold per farmers hogs sold 
farmer farmer selling selling as feeders 
f. pigs f. pigs" 
Northwestern 75.6 21. 7 19 .6 5 .5 
North central 66.7 18.2 21.1 5.5 
Northeastern 58.4 19. 5 26.7 8.3 
East central 75.8 28 .3 31.5 10 . 7 
Central 66.4 22.0 24.9 7.6 
West central 70.6 21.5 26.4 7.5 
Southwestern 70.9 24.2 29.5 9 .2 
South central 
I 
52.3 22.7 40.0 15 .2 
Southeastern 68.0 24.9 40.1 13.0 
State 67 .5 22.7 28.0 8.7 
• " t" tests were run on the average number of hogs sold per farmer as 
between the n orthwest a nd n orth centra l districts, southwest a nd north cen-
tral, south central a nd north centra l districts and b etween the average per 
owner operated and tenant operated farms in the northwest and central dIs-
tricts. The differences in a ll cases were found to be highly significant. 
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has the highest percentage of hogs sold as feeders (table 2).5 
The percentage of hogs sold as feeders is smaller than the per-
centage of farmers selling feeder pigs, because feeder pigs are 
sold in smaller numbers per farmer than slaughter hogs. 
AVERAGE NUMBER AND SIZE OF LOTS 
Farmers usually sell their hogs in comparatively small lots. 
The average number of hogs sold per lot for the state as a whole 
is only 14.5. As indicated in table 3, the differences between 
the districts of the state are not large. The variation from lot 
to lot, however, is great, as shown by the large standard devia-
tions.~ 
TABI;E 3. AVERAGE NUMBER OF HOGS SOLD PER LOT AND AVERAGE NUMBER 
OF LOTS SOLD BY TENURE AND DISTRICT WITH STANDARD DEVIATION. 
Average number per lot 1 Average number lots sold 
Districts '--O-w-n-e-rs-I Tenants I All I Owners I Tenants I All 
-----1 No. I q No. I q I No' 1 q I No. I q I No. I q I No. q 
_N_. W_. ___ 114.3 I~ 13 .3 ,10.0 ,13 .8 10 .6 I~I~I~I~I~~ 
_N_. C_. __ I14.0 I~ 12.0 I 9.5 .12 .8 L .. :2-I~I~I~I~I~~ 
N. E . 114.3 110 .0 113.3 I 9.4 113 . 8 1 9.7 I 4 .9 I 2 .5 I 4 . 9 1 2.4 I 4 .9 2.5 
-E-. C-. --118.4 113 . 1 117 .5 113 .5 118.0 113.5 15:-oT 3.0I5.1T'2.9Ts.0I""3.0 
c. 116 .5 13 .7 14. 1 112.8 1'i5.l113 .21""5.312.915:51""3.015.4""3.0 
-W-.-C-. --115.3 'i'1.6 12 .3 19.9"' 13.5 110.7 5:713A15:913.'21""'5.83.'3 
-S.-W-·----115 .7 11 .3 13 .81 12 .2114.7 111 .7 I 5.5 I 3.0 I 5.6 1 2.9 I 5.6 3.0 
_S._C_. __ 114.7 1~~...I 12.6 110. 3 113 .6 110 .2 '~ . .J .. ::.:~J!:2J_::'::"" I!2..I""::::"" 
_S._E_· ____ 116.6 112.8 114 .8 113.9 115 .6 112 .5 I __ ~.~-' __ ~ .. ~-'~I~~~ 
State 115 . 5 111 . 8 113 .6 111 .1 14 .5[11.4 15. 3 [ 3 .1 [5. 6 [ 3 . 1 [ 5 .513 . 1 
• The feeder pig data are affected by the government pig purchasing pro-
gram In August a nd September of 1933, but there Is no way of accurately re-
moving this effect. It shows up most clearly in a la ter chart depicting the 
sales of feeder pigs by months . 
• It should be noted that these lot sizes a re the averages of the average 
lot size per farmer and that the standard deviations a re for this unweighted 
average. Varia bility as between each f a rmer's average lot size is indicated 
by the standard devia tions, not the variability for each lot r egardless of 
farmer. 
The fact tha t the state mean lot size (14 .5) is an average of averages 
makes It Impossible to multiply thi s figure by the state mean number of lots 
sold per farmer (5.5) and get the mean numbe r of hogs sold per farmer per 
year. The true average number sold per lot may be derived by dividing the 
mean number sold per farmer by the mean number of lots sold per farmer: 
73 
TI = 13.3 
The standard deviations which are shown are somewhat smaller than the 
ones that would have been derived if the calculations had been made for all 
lots regardless of f a rmer, since in addition to variation in size of 101:.3 from 
farmer to farmer, the variation among each farmer's lots would also have 
been included. Calculations on such a basis, however, would have .,ntailed a 
much greater amount of work without adding a ny information of importance. 
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There is a slight tendency for the farmers in the northwest 
and north central districts to sell their hogs in smaller and more 
numerous lots than the farmers in the south and east. Statisti-
cally, these differences were large enough to be rated highly 
significant. 
Table 3 shows that the differences between the tenure groups 
were small. Owners sell in larger lots than do tenants, but they 
sell less frequently throughout the year.7 
AVERAGE WEIGHT OF SLAUGHTER HOGS 
The average weight of the slaughter hogs for the state as a 
whole is as follows: 
TABLE 4. AVERAGE WEIGHT OF SL,>1UGHTER HOGS SOLD IN IOWA IN 1933 
BY TENURE GROUPS. 
Part owner 
Owner 
Tenant 
All 
Pounds 
243.1 
242.8 
235.6 
238.6 
The standard deviation of these averages is approximately 
4:0; this shows a considerable amount of variation. A few sam-
ple tests of significance of the mean differences shown in table 
4 and in figures 2 and 3 were run; they were all highly signifi-
cant. 
The average weight of the slaughter hogs by months for the 
state as a whole is shown in fig. 2. The data are shown by dis-
tricts in fig. 3. Slaughter hogs are raised to the heaviest weight 
(248 pounds) in the northwest district. Weights decrease east 
and south from that district, reaching the lowest figures in 
south central and southeast Iowa, 227 pounds. 
These results are similar to those found in an earlier study of 
hog weight data.s 
Here, as in most studies of this sort, the average weight is 
affected by the weight of the slaughter class hogs and also by 
the numbers of heavy packing sows included. Unpublished 
data from another source analyzed at Iowa State College show 
7 Several "t" tests were carried out to determine the significance of the 
difference between the mean number of hogs sold per lot a nd the mean number 
of lots sold per farmer by owner and tenant operators in the centra l, northeast 
al'd southeast districts. The differences in the mean number of hogs s old per 
lot as between owner and tenants were highly significant in a ll three crop re-
porting districts. The differences in the mean number of lots soW as be-
tween owners and tenants were significant and highly significant in the cen-
tral and northwest districts, respectively. In the southeast district the dif-
ferences were non-significant. 
• Schultz, T. W., and Black, A. G. "Variations in Swine Prices Within 
Iowa Including a Study in Statistical Procedure," Iowa Agr. Exp. Sta., Re-
search Bu!. 161, p. 184. 1933. 
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Fig.~. Average weight by months of s laught er hogs sold in Iowa, 1933. 
that in east central Iowa, the percentage of packing sows mar-
k eted varies greatly through the year. It runs from 1 or 2 per-
cent in the winter to as high as 40 percent in August and Sep-
tember. In August and September the weights of packing 
sows are lighter than at any other time, but they average over 
300 pounds then. Their inclusion in percentages up to as high 
C.; .. t.4 .... ""'JJA:t:.ON 
Y1!. ... eL" AV. Z4'Z:. iO 
Fig. 3. Average weight of s laughter hogs by months, 1933. 
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as 40 is the chief reason for the average weight rising in the 
summer. The unpublished data just referred to also show that 
the average weights of the butcher class hogs alone are com-
paratively stable from month to month. In the hog y ear, Octo-
ber, 1936, to September , 1937, for example, their average 
weights by months ranged only from 198 pounds in October, 
1936, to 215 pounds in May, 1937; this was typical ·of other 
years also. 
The weights in the southeast and south central districts re-
main almost constant through the year. In the southern areas, 
where two litters a year are commonly raised, the marketing 
of packing sows is more evenly distributed throughout the year 
than in the north, where only one litter per year is usually far-
rowed. 
SEASONAL DISTRIBUTION OF MARKETINGS 
The seasonal distribution of slaughter hog marketings, by 
months, is shown for the state as a whole in fig. 4. 
Marketings are most heavily concentrated in the winter 
months in the northern districts, and most uniformly distribO-
uted through the year in the southern districts. This is shown 
in fig. 5. In the northeastern district, for example, 41.7 percent 
of the hogs are marketed in the three winter months, Novem-
ber, December and January, while in the southwestern district 
0 
10 ~ Q 0 (Ii III ~ N IS' CO III 
r-.: r-.: r-.: r-: r-.: ~ O'! 19 Ul 
D J F M A M J 
AGRICUL TURAL ECONOMICS CHART A 38020 
IOWA STATE COLLEGE 
Fig . 4. Percentage dis tribution by months of s la ughter h og sales in I ow a, 
1933. 
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Fig. 5. Percenta~e distribution by months of slaughter hog sales in Iowa, 
by districts, 1933. 
only 27.1 are marketed in these months. (If distribution were 
perfectly uniform, the figure would be 25.) This results appar-
ently from the more extensive use of the two-litter system in the 
warmer, southern parts of Iowa. 
In the southeastern and east central districts the lightest 
shipments are made in April, and in the south central, in 
March; but in all other districts, with the exception of t he 
't 
Q to 
~ .n I(j ~. r-: (f) r{) \9 \9 ~ \9 Iii .n III 
D J F M A M J J A 
AGRICULTURAL ECONOMICS CHART 
IOWA STATE COLLEGE 
Fig. 6. Percentage distribution by months of feeder pig sales In Iowa, 1933. 
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Fig. 7. Percentage distribution by months of feeder hog sales in Iowa, by 
districts, 1933. 
northeast, the lightest shipments are made in October (in the 
northeast district they are made in August) . 
The distribution of the marketings of feeder pigs is shown 
in figs . 6 and 7. The extraordinarily heavy marketings in Sep-
tember are abnormal; they reflect the emergency pig purchas-
ing program of the federal government in 1933. Aside from 
this, the chief feature of the data is the tendency for marketings 
to reach a seasonal peak in February. 
NUMBERS OF BUYERS 
All told, Iowa farmers sold their hogs in 1933 to 3,000 buy-
ers.9 Of these buyers, 2,552 (about five-sixths of the total) 
had their headquarters in Iowa ; the rest (448) had their head-
quarters in adjoining or nearby states. 
Table 5 shows that 178 of the out-of-state buyers had their 
headquarters in Illinois. Nebraska came next, with 111; Min-
nesota next, with 66; Missouri next, with 54, and South Dakota 
next, with 29. A few other states had five buyers each or less. 
The buyers with headquarters in Iowa were fairly evenly dis-
tributed over the state, although there is some tendency for 
them to be most numerous in the row of districts running across 
the middle of the state, and most numerous of all in the center 
of that row. 
The number of hog buyers buying hogs in each district, as 
• The word buyers in this study includes commission men, who are not 
buyers, in order to avoid repeating the phrase "and commission men" when -
ever the word "buyers" is uSi'ld. It also includes local co,)perative marketing 
associations. The word buyers, however, does not include farmers who bought 
some hogs, because they are not commercia l buyers, nor does it include mis-
cellaneous. 
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TABLE 5. NUMBER OF BUYERS-BY LOCATION OF HEADQUARTERS. 
District or .tate in which headquarter~ located Number of buyers 
------------------.-------------
Northwestern 225 
North central 272 
Northeastern 267 
West central 276 
Central 412 
East central 306 
Southwestern 240 
South centra l 209 
Southeastern 249 
---------------------------- - ------
Iowa total 2,552 
Minnesota 
Wisconsin 
Illinois 
Indiana 
Missouri 
South Dakuta 
Nebraska 
Oklahoma 
Pennsylvania 
Out of state total 
Total all buyers 
------------------
66 
5 
178 
3 
54 
29 
111 
448 
3 , 000 
TABLE 6. NUMBER OF BUYERS, BY TYPE*, OPERATING IN EACH DISTRICT. 
District Pack'lr Local Coop. I Local Comm. Coop. Packer Total 
direct buyer shipping auct.ion firms comm. concen- all 
assn's I markets firms tration types 
point 
-------------------------------
Northwestern 37 280 
I 
96 16 246 16 25 716 
Nortb centra l 25 355 87 10 38 4 21 540 
Northeastern 24 305 108 6 H9 8 17 617 
West centra l 48 389 62 52 496 13 10 1070 
Central 56 443 139 55 145 6 30 874 
East central 51 242 122 42 337 7 21 822 
Southwestern 39 281 37 43 378 10 7 795 
South central 27 240 31 48 72 7 13 438 
Southeaster,n 26 218 83 57 184 11 18 597 
-------------------------------
Total I 333 
1
2753 765 I 329 1 2045 82 162 
1
6469 
*Compare Tables 5 and 7 to get number of buyer. whose headquarters are in each district. 
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TABLE 7. NUMBER AND TYPES OF BUYERS BY LOCATION IN IOWA 
AND ADJACENT STATES. 
Location 
I owa 
Northwestern 
North cen tral 
Northeastern 
West central 
Central 
East central 
Southwestern 
South central 
Southeastern 
Coop. D,irect Packers Coop. 
Local Comm. shipping to concen- comm. Local 
buyers firms 8880C- packers tration firms auctions 
iation points 
---------
152 50 9 14 
212 48 2 8 2 
174 78 3 7 5 
258 39 41 4 3 1 30 
256 97 8 11 40 
184 3 80 4 7 24 
194 18 1 27 
145 29 3 32 
150 57 1 5 36 
-I-ow-a-to-t-al-----:--1-72-5- 42 1 498 1 22 1 54 1 1 1 210 
Minnesota 
Albert Lea 
Austin 
St. Paul 
Other points 41 
6 
8 
2 
1 
2 
5 
Minn. total 41 --6 - 1--8 - 1-1-0 - 1--1--1 - 1--
~wi.co-n8in--I---5 1- 1- 1- 1- 1-
Milwaukee 
_W_i_sc_._to_ta_I ____ I--- 5 1==1==1==1==1== 
Illinois 
Chicago 
Galesburg 
Peoria 
Other points 
124 
9 
20 
5 3 
10 
1 
1 3 
---------:---------------------
Ill.to"tal 1 158 1 3 12 I 3 I 1 
Indianapolis. Ind. --3-1------1---1---1---
_In_d_. t_o_ta_I ____ I___ 3 1==1==1==1==1== 
Missouri I 
Kansas City 3 I ~:: t,s,:';~h 33 i 
Other points 7 2 
3 
Mo. total 7 -3-8---1-1--3-1---1--2-1--3-
-l-f-:~-~-F-:-~1-ts-Otta-s----- I--1-6- ---~---3-1--~-1---1---1---
S. D. total 11 -1-0---3---4-1---1--1-1---
-g-r-:-e~-... -;-:i-n-t-s-----I---~- --9-7------f-I---I--1-1---
Nebr. total 7 1-9-7------6-1---1---1---
Okla. total 
- 1--1-1--
Pa . . total 1===1== 
Out of state total 67 318 15 36 3 I 6 3 
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Fig. 8. Number of buyers per county. 
distinguished from the number with headquarters in each dis-
trict, is shown in table 6. The total of the district figures (and 
of the county figures shown in fig. 8) is higher than the total 
for the state as a whole, because many of the buyers operated in 
more than one county or district. 
The numbers and location of the different kinds of buyers are 
shown by districts and states in table 7. 
The average number of buyers operating in each county was 
65, the number per county ranging from 22 in Monroe to 146 
in Harrison County. 
IMPORTANCE OF EACH KIND OF BUYERS 
The real test of importance of any class of buyers, however, is 
not how numerous they are but how many hogs they buy. 
The relative importance of each kind of buyer, as measured 
by the percentage of the total number of hogs going to each 
kind, is shown for the state as a whole in fig. 9. The data refer 
to hogs sold for slaughter; that is, those that weigh 140 pounds 
and over. 
FOR SLAUGHTER HOGS 
LOCAL BUYERS 
The local buyer is an independent individual not connected 
directly (nor, so far as the records show, indirectly) with any 
packer or commission house. He purchases hogs outright 
from th.e farmers and sells them where he chooses. He mayor 
LOCAL E>UYEI2S 
PI2IV COM. FII2MS 
COOP SHIP. ASSOC 
PACI::EI2 DII2ECT 
PACI::EI2 CON. PTS. 
FARMEI2S 
OTHERS 
COOP. COM. FIRMS 
LOCAL AUCTIONS 
LOCAL BUTCHEI2S 
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Fig. 9. Percentage of s la u g hte r hogs sold through different channels. 
may not truck them himself. In his dealings with some of his 
farmer customers he may accede to their request that he sell 
the hogs to a specific outlet. 
The local buyer is by far the most important immediate outlet 
for Iowa hogs as fig. 9 shows; 47.9 percent of the slaughter hogs 
in the state flowed through that one channeL 
The data do not show what the local dealer did with the hogs 
after he bought them. Some dealers consign most of their stock 
to commission men at the terminal markets; others sell most of 
it to packers close at hand in the producing t erritory, or to 
concentration points; many dealers probably use two or more 
outlets. 
The percentage of the hogs sold to local buyers varies in dif-
ferent counties, as shown in fig. 10. 
COMMISSION FIRMS 
Sales, or in this case, consignments, to commission firms are 
easily identified by reference to the name and address of the 
consignee. The hogs are consigned by the farmer (or group of 
farmers acting without benefit of legal association) to the com-
mission house for sale on the market. Most of these concerns 
have their offices in the principal central markets. 
These private commission firms at the terminal market con-
stitute the second most important marketing channel for Iowa 
hogs; 16.7 percent of the hogs were consigned by farmers to pri-
vately owned commission firms without going through any inter-
mediary local dealer. An additional 1.4 percent were consigned 
by individual farmers to cooperative commission firms. 
PERCENT OF" TOTAL HOCS B OUC HT BY LOCAL BUYERS 
PERCENT OF TOTAL HOCS SOL.D THROUCH PRIVATE 
CO"U,jIlSSION FIRMS 
PERCENT OF TOTAL. HOCS SOL.D THROUCH 
CO-OP COMMISSION FIRMS 
PERCENT OF TOTAL. HOCS SOL.D THROUCH CO-OP 
SHIPPINC ASS OCIATION 
Fig. 10. D o-e~ 
~ 3-5.9 
II 
• 
PERCENT OF TOTAL HOCS BOUCHT OIRECTl..Y 8Y PACKERS 
PERCENT OF TOTAL HoeS 80UCHT 8Y PACKER 
CONCENTRATION POINTS 
PERC ENT OF TOTAL Hoes BOUCHT BY "ARMERS 
PERCENT Of' TOTAL. HOCS BOUCHT 
LECiE:ND 
c::.-99 • 20-2'9.9 • 40-49.9 • 60-CCA~ • 8 0 -859 
1Q-19.9 11.1 30-3'-;3·9 ~ SO-:::B9 II1II 70-79.9 
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This does not mean that private commission firms got only 
16.7 percent of Iowa's hogs, and cooperative commission firms, 
only 1.4 percent. vVe saw above that Iowa farmers sold 47.9 
percent of their hogs to local dealers. It is common knowledge 
that. a, portion of these hogs is consigned by these local dealers 
to commission men at the terminal markets. The figures just 
given-16.7 and 1.4 percent-show only the hogs that were con-
signed by individual farmers to commission firms without going 
through a local dealer. 
Figure 10 shows that the percentages sold through private 
commission firms run highest along the western border of the 
state. In the counties adjacent to the Sioux City and Omaha 
markets, they run as high as 75 percent. 
Eastward from these western border counties, the percentages 
drop off rapidly. In the central part of the state, several of 
them amount to only a fraction of 1 percent, and one of them 
(in Madison County) is zero. 
Eastward from the central area, the percentages rise again, 
until along the eastern border some of them exceed 35 percent. 
This is still only about half as high, however, as the percentages 
along the western border. 
The situation for cooperative commission firms is similar to 
that which has just been shown for the private companies, ex-
cept that the percentages run only about one-tenth as high. 
Apparently, proximity is an important factor determining the 
extent to which farmers patronize commission firms. 
COOPERATIVE SHIPPING ASSOCIATIONS 
Some hogs move from the farmer to the shipping association, 
which in turn sells them to the purchaser bidding the highest 
price. One difficulty in classifying sales to or through10 this 
channel was the fact that an occasional association manager 
bought or received hogs in his own name. In the great ma-
jority of cases, however, this type of sale was prevented from 
being put into the local buyer classification by having the field 
workers check with the county agent or corn~hog office as to 
any individual's buyer status. 
The cooperative shipping associations constitute the third 
most important outlet for Iowa hogs. The records show that 
farmers sold 11.1 percent of their hogs through their own local 
cooperative agency. 
10 Many cooperative shipping association managers do not buy the hogs 
from the members but simply handle them for the members. deducting a 
small fee. No light on the extent of this practice was thrown by these data, 
however, so the term "sales" covers this practice as well as actual sales. 
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Here again, as in the case of the first and most important 
channel (the local buyer), the records do not show what the 
local agency did with the hogs after it got them. In the early 
days of cooperative shipping, the common practice was for Iowa 
shipping associations to consign the bulk of their hogs to com-
mission firms. Later on, many associations began to sell direct 
to packers. It is not known how widely this practice is followed 
at the present time. 
The percentages of hogs sold through local cQoperatives vary 
greatly from county to county-from 43.6 in Iowa County to 
zero in Monona. In a considerable number of counties, the per-
centages range between 10 and 20. There is some tendency for 
the percentages to be lower in counties where packing plants 
are located. 
DIRECT TO PACKERS 
All hogs sold to this type proceeded directly from the farmer 
to the packer without any middleman taking title to the hogs. 
Sales by farmers direct to packers comes fourth in the list. 
These sales amount to 11.0 percent. 
These sales include only the hogs that really moved direct 
(in the accurate sense of that word) from farmer to packer. 
They do not include the hogs that farmers sold to' local dealers, 
who then turned around and sold them to some packer. They 
include only those sales in which the farmer was paid direct by 
packer check. It is probable that in some cases packer repre-
sentatives at some distance from the plant, who do not have a 
physical plant to concentrate hogs, bought hogs from the farmer 
and paid by check on the packer. It is impossible to ascertain 
the extent of this, but the point is not important since this kind 
of sale, fundamentally, is direct to the packer. 
The percentages naturally run highest in counties where pack-
ing plants are located. Sioux City and Omaha, however, con-
stitute notable exceptions to this; the percentages there are 
among the lowest in the state. It will be recalled that the per-
centages sold through commission firms in these counties were 
the highest in the state. 
CONCENTRATION POINTS 
Concentration points came next, accounting for 5.5 percent 
of the hogs. Practically all of these were packer-owned concen-
tration points. 
FARMERS 
The fifth most important sales outlet was farmers; 4.1 percent 
of the hogs were disposed of direct to farmers. 
The percentage sold to farmers shows wide variation from 
county to county over the state. In general, the percentages are 
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TABLE 8. SALES TO FARMERS. PERCENTAGES OF HOG.S WHICH WEIGH UNDER 
140 LBS. AND OVER 140 LBS. 
Northwestern 
North central 
Northeastern 
West central 
Central 
East central 
Southwestern 
South central 
Southeastern 
State 
District Percent under 140 lbs. i Percent over 140 lbs. 
39.0 61.0 
39.5 60.5 
56.7 43 .3 
46.1 53 . 9 
49.4 50.6 
57.0 43 . 0 
58.4 41.6 
66.6 33.4 
63.0 37.0 
53.4 46 .6 
lowest in the north central and highest in the south central. 
Figure 10, on page 167, shows that several of the percentages in 
the north central counties fall under 4, whereas in the south they 
rise over 20. 
For the state as a whole, about half of the hogs sold to farm-
ers weighed less than 140 pounds. Evidently they were feeders. 
The other half, weighing over 140 pounds, were either breeding 
or slaughter stock; there is no way of knowing which. 
While for the state as a whole about half the hogs sold to 
farmers were feeders, table 8 shows that this percentage varied 
from a little more than one-third in the northwest district to 
two-thirds in the south central. 
That is, farmers in the southern part of the state sold a higher 
percentage of their hogs (up to 20 percent ) to other farmers, 
than farmers in the north, and a higher percentage of these 
southern hogs were feeders. Sales of non-feeder hogs to farm-
ers were relatively uniform in percentage over the state. The 
higher percentage in the south r esulted chiefly from higher 
feeder hog sales. 
OTHERS 
The small remainder of the hogs-2.3 percent-go to several 
unimportant buying groups. The amount going to local auction 
markets is considerably larger now than it was in 1933, the year 
covered by the original data. The other items have probably 
not changed much since 1933. 
FOR FEEDER PIGS 
Figure 11 shows that the relative importance of the different 
outlets for feeder pigs differs from that for butcher hogs. Farm-
FAI2MERS 
LOCAL E>UYER"" 
PRIV COM FIRMS 
LOCAL AUCTIONS 
COOP SHIP A550C 
PACI(ER DIRECT 
OTHERS 
PACKER CON. PT5 
COOP COM. FIRMS 
LOCAL BUTCHE125 
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Fig. 11. Percentage of feeder hogs sold through different channels. 
ers sell 49 percent of their feeder pigs direct to other farmers. 
The bulk of the feeder movement is a local affair; the pigs go 
direct from one farm to another, usually close at hand. 
Local buyers are the next most important outlet for feeder 
pigs, but they take only 18 percent. The percentages going to 
other outlets are shown in fig. 11. Commission firms took 9 per-
cent and local auction markets 8. The latter figure has proba-
bly increased greatly since 1933. 
AVERAGE WEIGHTS TAKEN BY DIFFERENT KINDS 
OF BUYERS 
The average weight of the hogs purchased by each kind of 
buyer is of some interest. This is shown in fig. 12. (The situa-
tion is shown separately for slaughter hogs and feeder pigs.) 
Although no formal significance tests were made it may be 
safely stated, because of the very large sample from which 
these averages were made, that, except in the case of feeder pigs, 
the heaviest hogs are consigned to commission firms; the next 
heaviest to packer concentration points; the next to cooperative 
shipping associations and so on down the list. It is evident that 
the bulk of the hogs at the heavy end of the range go to packers 
at the terminal markets. It might be that these hogs are heav-
ier than tlle others, not because the slaughter hogs (the largest 
element in the average) are heavier but because more heavy 
packing sows are included in the shipments, which brings the 
average weight up. But it is impossible to determine from the 
data whether this is true. 
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Fig. 12. Average weight of slaughter and feeder hogs marketed through 
d ifferen t channels. 
THE MOST IMPORTANT KINDS OF BUYERS IN EACH 
CO/UNTY 
The data concerning the different buyers can be charted ip 
more summary fashion so as to show the most)mportant kinds 
of buyers in each county in the chart, in the order of their im-
portance. 
It would burden the reader with too much detail to show the 
complete picture for every county. But the variation from 
county to county can be shown by listing in each county the 
three most important market channels, that is, the three most 
important kinds of buyers, with the percentage of the total hogs 
in the county sold through each. The data are presented in 
this fashion in fig. 13. 
The figure shows, for example, that in Kossuth County the 
local dealers got 85 percent of the business, the cooperative 
shipping associations 8 percent and farmers 5 percent. These 
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Fig. 13. Percentage of total hogs bought by the three largest classes of 
buyers, in each county. A signifies Packer Direct Sales; B, Local Buyer; 
C, Coop. Shipping Assns. ; E. Private Comm. Firms; E-l, Coop. Comm. Firms; 
I, Farmers; L, Miscellaneous; M. Packer Concfmtration Points. 
three types together got 98 percent of the hogs sold in that 
county. This percentage is unusually high. In Dallas County, 
where the three largest kinds of buyers got 29, 25 and 24 percent 
of the hogs, respectively, they left 22 percent of the hogs to be 
divided among all the other types. 
The location of the packing plants in the state is shown by 
these data. In the majority of the counties, the local dealer is 
the most important channel; but where a packing plant is 
located in the county, the packer buyer usually gets the biggest 
share of the hogs. 
THE MOST IMPORTANT INDIVIDUAL BUYERS IN 
EACH COUNTY 
How important are different indiviibual buyers 1 Do one or 
two buyers get most of the hogs in a county, or is the business 
divided fairly equally among an average of 65 buyers 1 Do the 
2,552 buyers in the state handle nearly equal volumes of busi-
ness 1 It is obvious that an individual packer is a large buyer. 
But if the packers are taken out, what about the rest 1 
Preliminary investigation shows there is not much point in 
answering this question for the state as a whole, because most 
buyers (other than packers and commission firms) cover only a 
limited geographical area. But the data by counties show 
whether one or two buyers in each county get the bulk of the 
business, or whether it is more or less evenly divided. 
The situation is shown in detail in fig. 14. This chart shows 
the percentages of the total hogs sold in each county which each 
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Fig. 14. Percentage of total hogs taken by the three la rgest individual buy-
ers, in each county. A signifies Packer Direct Sales; B, Local Buyers; C, 
Coop. Shipping Assns. ; E, Private Comm. Firms; E-l, Coop. Comm. Firms; F, 
Trucker Buyers; M, Packer Concentration Points; N, Independent Concentra-
tion Points. 
of the three largest individual buyers in that county bought. 
The letters show the type of buyer of each, as in the previous 
chart, but the figures show what percentage of the county total 
each man or concern bought. 
There is much variation from county to county-from 
Wapello, where the largest single buyer (a packer) bought 58.6 
percent of the hogs sold in that county, the second largest buyer 
. getting only 2.8 percent, down to Henry County, where the 
largest buyer got only 6.1 percent of the hogs. The general 
situation, however, appears to be this: In each county most 
of the hogs are bought by a few large buyers, though in some 
counties the number runs up to a dozen or more. The rest of 
the business is divided among a number of small buyers, rang-
ing from about a dozen in some counties to over a hundred in 
others. 
NUMBER OF OUT'LETS PER FARMER 
The next question is the extent to which farmers use the dif-
ferent marketing outlets available to them. 
That is, an individual farmer may establish what seems to 
him to be a favorable contact with a certain hog buyer, and 
thereafter sell that buyer practically all his hogs. Or he may 
constantly "shop around" among different buyers, using first 
one and then another, in the belief that no one buyer affords the 
best outlet at all times. 
The question is complicated by the fact brought out earlier 
in this study that some farmers sell some stock to other farmers. 
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Obviously this is a different kind of outlet from the regular out-
lets for slaughter hogs. Accordingly, the information is pre-
sented here separately, inclusive and exclusive of sales to farm-
ers. The information is presented also by different kinds of 
buyers, as well as by different individual buyers, to show to 
what extent farmers stay with one kind of buyer, even though 
they shop around among several individuals of that kind. 
Table 9 shows the situation for the state as a whole, in terms 
of the average number of outlets used per farmer. 
TABLE 9. AVERAGE NUMBER OF OUTDETS USED PER FARMER. 
Including an buyer. 
Excluding farmer buyers 
Farmer buyers only 
Different kind. of buyer. 
Different kinds of buyers, excluding farmers 
2 . 62 
1.89 
.74 
1.92 
1.49 
This table shows that farmers do a certain amount of shop-
ping around. On the average, a farmer sells through 1.89 dif-
ferent buyers for his slaughter hogs alone; his sales to farmers 
(.74) bring this figure up to 2.62. The significance of the figure 
.74 for sales to farmers is that many farmers do not sell stock 
to other farmers. If, for example, each faJ'mer who sold stoek 
to other farmers sold only to one farmer and only half the 
farmers sold any stock to farmers, the average number of farm-
er buyers per farmer (counting all farmers) would be .5. 
The data show only a small amount of variation by counties. 
The numbers are slightly higher than the state average in most 
of the western counties and slightly lower in the south central. 
It seems strange that when so many buyers are operating in 
each county, the farmer sold his slaughter stock to only about 
two different buyers. But it must be remembered that the 
farmer sells an average of only 5.5 lots of hogs per year; he 
could not sell to more than 5.5 different buyers, if he used a dif-
ferent buyer for each lot. Furthermore, the farmer who sold 
to only two buyers may have bargained with half a dozen more. 
AVERAGE DIST'ANCE TO MARKET 
The data shows approximately the distances that hogs were 
hauled to market, that is, to the first point where they were 
sold. 
LOCAL MARKETS 
For this purpose, the data were divided into three groups. 
The first group included all the buyers in what may be called 
the local markets-the local buyer, the cooperative shipping as-
sociation, the local auction market, butchers, etc. The average 
distance to these buyers, for the state as a whole, was 8.4 miles. 
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Fig. 15. Loca l m a rke ts. Aver age miles to first buyer. with standa rd 
deviation. 
The figures for the differ ent tenure groups showed very little 
variation from this general average figure. The standard devia-
tion from this average figure is 7.S, almost as large as the aver-
age itself, indicating an unsymmetrical distribution. 
There is a good deal of variation in the figure by counties 
over the state as shown in fig. 15. 
DIRECT TO PACKERS 
The second group of buyers considered was the direct packer 
buyers. 
Fig . 16 . Pack er s d irect . Average m iles to fi r s t buyer. w ith s tanda rd 
devia tion. 
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The average distance here is considerably longer than for 
the local buyers. For the state as a whole, the average is 34.6 
miles. The standard deviation is 32.0 miles. 
The differences between tenure groups were small, but there 
are considerable differences from county to county over the 
state. The county figures are shown in fig. 16. The figures are 
lowest in counties where packing plants are located and highest 
in counties distant from packing plants but still tributary to 
them. In several counties, the average distance was over 100 
miles; in Clay County it was 132 miles. 
COMMISSION FIRMS AT TERMINAL MARKETS 
The average distance hogs were shipped to commission firms 
at the t erminal market was 102.1 miles. The standard deviation 
about this average was 94 miles. 
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Fig. 17. Commission firms. Average miles to first buyer, with standard 
deviation. 
The distances vary greatly from county to county, as fig. 17 
shows. They are naturally lowest along the western two or 
three tiers of counties that are tributary to the Missouri River 
terminal markets. They are highest in the north central por-
tion, from which hogs move mostly to Chicago, as shown not 
only by the high distance figures for those counties but also by 
the low standard deviations. The distance in Worth County, 
for instance, is 388.5 miles; the standard deviation is only 16,9 
miles.11 
11 "t" tests were carried through to determine the significance of the 
mean differences of distances to market as between owners and t en a nts In 
one county selected at random from each of the crop reporting districts and 
as between the all tenure total distances to market for two counties also se-
lected a t random in each crop reporting district. It was found, in general, 
that differences between owner and tenant mean distances to market were not 
significant, but many of the differences between the mean distances to market 
of contig u ous counties were significant. 
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BUYERS' TRADE TERRITORIES 
Do buyers concentrate their buying in as small an area as 
possible, or do they spread themselves out thinly over a wide 
territory? Is there any tendency on the part of large buyers 
to reduce competition by dividing the territory, each man stay-
ing in his own field? Or is the opposite true-that buyers over-
lap and duplicate each other's services? 
In view of the many buyers operating in the state, it is im-
possible to answer these questions fully. But study of the larg-
est buyers and of samples of the smaller buyers provides partial 
answers. 
PACKERS 
The largest individual buyers are the packers. Most of them 
do the bulk of their buying at their plants direct, or from local 
dealers, but some of them own or lease concentration points 
located some distance from their plant and buy a part of their 
supplies there. 
In 1933 there were nine good sized packing plants located in 
Iowa and buying the bulk of their supplies direct from farmers. 
Their trade territories are shown in fig. 18. These trade terri-
tories show only the areas in which the packers buy direct. 
They get many hogs from local dealers in other areas who 
bought hogs outright and then sold them to this or that packer. 
Figure 18 shows that most of the packers concentrate th-eir 
direct buying in areas close around their own plants. In one 
or two cases the areas are rather irregular in shape, but most 
of them are roughly circular. 
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Fig. 18. Buying areas of interior packing plants of Iowa. 
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Fig. 19. Buying areas of concentration points. 
There is only about as much tendency for each packer to 
keep out of other packers' territory as might be expected to 
result from the natural tendency for each packer to concen-
trate his buying around his own plant. Some overlapping is 
evident, for example, in Benton and Buchanan Counties, where 
both Rath and Sinclair operate, and in Jasper County, where 
Morrell and the Iowa P acking Company overlap. In the main, 
however, each Iowa packer stays out of the others' t erritories, 
as far as his direct purchases are concerned. 
The trade territories of the concentration points are shown in 
fig. 19. Instead of keeping out of the packing plant territory, 
however, these concentration points seem to have been con-
sciously located in the various interior packing plant territories. 
as shown in fig. 20. There appears to be direct competition in 
the same territory between most of the packing plants located 
in Iowa and the concentration points owned by packers located 
(mostly) outside Iowa. 
A few years ago, during the height of the direct packer buy-
ing controversy, the suggestion was made that the big packers 
may have located their concentration points in Iowa, not so 
much to get cheap hogs as to keep their competitors (the interior 
packers ) from getting cheap hogs and underselling the big pack-
ers in the wholesale meat market. In that case, the place for 
the big packers to locate their concentration points would b e, 
not in the interstices between the interior packers' territories, 
but in the territories close to the interior packers' plants. The 
maps shown here lend some support to this hypothesis. But the 
question is complicated by the fact that each of the national 
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Fig. 20. Buying areas of interior packers and concentration points. 
packers, Swift, Armour and Wilson, has taken over the con-
trol of one or more of the interior plants within the past few 
years (in Armour's case, since 1933 when these data originated). 
ORDER BUYERS 
A certain number of buyers fall in a class intermediate be-
tween packers and local buyers. These are the" order buyers, " 
who operate, in some cases, on a rather large scale. 
Fig. 21. Buying areas in Iowa of two eastern order buyers. 
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The trade territories of two of these order buyers are shown 
in fig. 21. The areas shown cover several counties. In one of 
the cases the firm has rather an intensive coverage of the area. 
LOCAL BUYERS 
The local buyers are scattered so thickly all over the state 
that they compete in every county with whatever other agencies 
happen to be there. 
They apparently serve a small territory in each case. Almost 
everyone of a dozen or more picked out at random confined his 
buying to an area less than one county in size. 
COMMISSION FIRMS 
The commission firms each covered large territories. A coop-
erative commission firm with branch offices at several terminal 
markets drew from the areas shown in fig. 22. Chicago commis-
sion firms drew a few scattered shipments from practically all 
over the state, but in general their trade was heavily concen-
trated in the eastern part. 
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Fig. 22. Buying areas of Farmers Union cooperative commission firms in 
Iowa. 
APPENDIX 
SOURCE OF DATA 
All data used in this study were derived from the 1934 AAA corn· 
hog contra,ct files. Most of the data were given in forms CH-14 and 
CH-54, but some additional information was given in the evidence sub-
mitted by the farmer in proof of his hog base. The latter was especially 
valuable in classifying sales as to the various buyer types. 
The period selected for study was Dec. I, 1932, to Nov. 30, 1933. This 
year covers the government pig purchasing program of August-Septem-
ber, 1933, which fact would have distorted the statistics shown herein 
had not most of its influence been abstracted by the device of separating 
the hogs sold into two weight classes, 0-140 and 140 and over. It will 
be remembered that the great majority of pigs sold in this program 
were very light. Such figures as are shown for the 0-140 pound class, 
however, will naturally be subject to the abnormal influence of the 
"little pig slaughter." The "slaughter hog" classifications are very little 
affected by the program and are believed to represent a "normal" year. 
It was possible to gather information covering the following items 
by farms from the AAA records: 
1. Number of hogs sold 
2. Total or average weight per lot 
3. Lots sold 
4. Number in each lot 
5. Day and month sold 
6. To whom or through whom sold 
7. T enure of operator 
8. Location of seller 
9. Location of buyer 
A main deficiency in the data from the point of view of this study is 
the requirement that farm ers had to specify only the individual or firm 
"to whom or through whom" the hogs were sold. Those sales appear-
ing, inferentially, in the "through whom" category were difficult to 
classify as to type of purchaser. Particularly, it was difficult to say 
positively that any individual was a trucker only or a bona fide buyer. 
From the point of view of AAA it was immaterial whether the hogs 
were bought by or merely trucked by the individual if only he would 
certify to the committee that the farmer actually sold the hogs. Much 
help was gained in the process of classifying these sales by r eference to 
the supplementary evidence of sales contained in most files and by talk-
ing to men who knew the buyers of a county. Only such sales as could 
be fairly definitely established as being actually sold or consigned to 
an identifiable outlet were classified. All the remainder were thrown 
into the miscellaneous group. At least half of the sales were made to 
firms whose name left no doubt as to the channel type. Direct to packer 
sales and commission firm consignments are examples. All in all, there 
are very probably some errors in classification, and it is true that the 
boundaries dividing classes may be somewhat hard to draw; but the 
groupings are essentially correct. 
It was not possible to trace sales beyond the original buyer . It 
would have been interesting to discover the disposition of hogs con· 
signed or sold in the first instance to local buyers, commission firms, co-
operative shipping aSSOCiations, etc., but since this was impossible the 
portions of the study relevant to this matter were analyzed only to the 
first buyer. 
PLAN OF STUDY 
The data for individual farms were classed according to the fol · 
lowing criteria: Two weight classes - 0-140, and 140 and over; tllree 
tenure g roups-owner, part·owner and tenant; and by county, crop-
reporting district and the state. Keeping all these criteria the data were 
further stratified to segregate the percentage marketed and weight at 
time of marketing for each month; also, the data were made to yield 
the percentage marketed through each buyer type and the average 
weight of the hogs according to buyer types. 
In addition to the above two sets of statistics, average number of 
hogs sold per farm, average number and size of lots, annual average 
weight of hogs, number of hog buyers, the most important channels and 
the most important individual buyers in each county, the number of 
outlets used per farmer, the average distance to the buyers headquar-
ters from the farmers home and the trade territories of selected buyers 
were derived from the data, also stratified as described in paragraph 
one of this section. 
The volume of statistics obtained by these methods was tremendous. 
The number of farms included in the study was some 34,000, and these 
were broken down a large number of ways. Many of the figures were 
of such a nature that their chief value is for reference; only those con-
sidered to have merit in displaying the principal characteristics of Iowa 
hog marketing practices were included here. 
SAMPLING METHODS 
One of the first decisions whiJCh had to be made concerned the size 
of sample necessary to provide reasonably accurate approximations of 
the conditions existing in the population of data. It had been decided 
that hog marketing practices were to be studied by counties; hence it 
was necessary to consider the county as the population. 
In order to provide a basis for answering this question, a complete 
enumeration was made of the data for one county. Story County was 
chosen for this purpose. Different sized samples were then drawn from 
this population, and the results compared with those based upon the 
entire (county) population. 
The AAA files of corn-hog program data are arranged in the follow-
ing manner: The contra.cts are filed alphabetically by townships and 
contract No.1 in township No.1 is assigned a number (in Story County 
500), contract No.2 is given the next higher number, and so on to the 
last contract in the last township in the county. 
After the pertinent data had been tabulated on schedules the total 
was subdivided into 20 - 5-percent samples. Sample number one con· 
sisted of schedules 1, 21, 41, 61, etc., sample number two of schedules 2, 
22, 42, 62, etc. Then 10 -10-percent samples were made so that sample 
number one contained schedules 1, 11, 21, 31, 41, etc. ; also 5 - 20-per-
cent samples were assembled, number one of which contained schedules 
1, 6, 11, 16, 21, 26, 31, enc. This procedure provided 20 ~ 5-percent, 10 - 10-
percent and 5 - 20-percent samples of all contra.cts stratified by townships. 
The number of contracts drawn from each township in each sample is 
proportional to the number of contracts therein, and scatter of contracts 
throughout each township is assured by virtue of the alphabetical ar-
rangement of contra.cts within each township. The procedure of choice 
likewise precludes any element of selectional bias ; in other words ran-
domization is assured. It is possible that farmers who signed contracts 
with the AAA may have been biased in one way or another, but the fact 
that 170,756 of 213 ,769* farmers in the state signed contracts probably 
would lessen the significance of whatever bias there happened to be. 
Each sample was tabulated as a unit in the way n ecessary to furnish 
the desired hog marketing figures. Sample sta tistics a re likely to prov~ 
least efficient in the smallest sub-classifications. The efficiency of the 
5-, 10- and 20-percent samples was, therefore, compared in sales by 
months classification. 
In Story County there were, in the 1934 files, 2,286 contracts of 
which 1,888 had figures proving the farmer's claim for the hog base. 
Many of these were deficient in one r espect or another for our purpose, 
and the actual number of usable schedules t aken from this county was 
1,535. The 5-percent samples had in them 77, the 10-percent samples 
153, the 20·percent samples 307 schedules. The 5-percent samples of 
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the' number of enumerated hog contracts are 3.4 percent samples of the 
total farms in the county; the 10-percent samples are 6.8 percent and 
the 20-percent samples 13.4 percent samples of the total farms in the 
county. 
TABLE 1. COMPARISON OF PERCENTAGE DISTRIBUTIONS OF TOTAL 
HOGS SOLD PER MONTH OBTAINED FROM 5, 10 AND 20 PERCENT' 
SAMPLES W ITH "TRUE" DISTRIBUTIONS. STORY COUNTY. 
D,ECEMBER, 1932~NOVEMBER, 1933. 
Sample size 1932 1 __________ 1933 __________ 
and no. 
Dec. \ Jan. Feb. Mar. Apr. May 1 June July I Aug. Sept. Oct. Nov. 
5 percent 
No.1 9.8 
1
11
.
8 7.9 7.1 6 . 9 7.9 9.1 8 . 2 6.8 6.2 4 . 8 13.4 No.2 9.4 6.9 7.8 6.2 8.6 10.0 7.5 13.0 5.4 12.3 4 .8 7.8 
No.3 9.8 8.2 12.6 8.0 9.5 11.3 8.1 7.8 3.4 8.7 6.2 6 . 5 
----------
-----------
10 percent 
No.1 10.0 12.6 6.3 8.5 7.1 9 . 4 8.4 9.3 8.0 8.4 4.2 7.8 
No.2 8.0 11.3 9.7 9.0 9.3 6.2 9.4 9.4 6.8 8.0 6.4 6.7 
No.3 9.4 12.2 9.0 7.0 8.1 8.0 9.8 10.0 6.3 8.1 6.0 5.9 
---------:-~I~I~-:---20 percent No.1 9.0 11. 5 8.7 8.3 8.8 6.8 8.5 No.2 8.1 9.2 10.7 8.1 ' 7.5 7.6 9.7 9 . 5 7.2 8.7 5.6 8 . 0 
No.3 8 . 9 10.0 9.9 7 . 3 8.3 9.8 7.4 9.8 5.5 8.1 6.3 8.6 
I 'True" 9 . 1 10.7 9.617.7 7:9lu 8.8r9~OT7.2\7.8I5.6 8.4 
'The 5-, 10· and 20-percent samples shown in this table and mentioned elsewhere in this sec-
tion are proportions of the 1 ,535 contracts enumerated in Story County. Actually they 
are respectively, 3.4, 6.8, 13.4 percent of the total farms in the county. 
Appendix table 1 shows how well independent representatives of the 
different sample sizes measure percentage distribution of sales by 
months. The "total" figures are those gained from the 1,535 schedules. 
SiIlJce they represent 60.5 percent of all the farmers in the county they 
are considered to approximate closely the actual and true monthly hog 
sales for the county as a whole. 
It is apparent that anyone of the 5- and 10-percent samples are too 
erratic to be useful in picturing the true conditions of marketing in the 
county. Even the 20-percent samples are subject to error but not in 
such a large degree. On the basis of the figures in this table it was 
decided to enumerate 20 percent of all the contracts in each county 
(both the type that showed only hogs and those that showed only corn) 
in order to minimize to an even greater extent the slight errors appear-
ing in the 20-percent samples in appendix table 1. 
Thus, in Story County, 20 percent of 2,286 contracts would have 
been taken rather than 20 percent of 1,535 (the number of contracts 
showing hogs). This procedure netted an average of 20 percent of the 
contracts for the state as a whole, the latter average of county percent 
sample having a standard deviation of 1.4 percent. The samples as 
percentages of all farms for each county averaged 16 percent with a 
standard deviation of 2.6. The 16-percent rather than the 20-percent 
average is significant of the actual sample size per county. 
Procedure in selection of schedules in counties other than Story was 
the same as that described on the preceding page with the 
exception that if schedule NO.5 happened to have no hog contract, No. 
4 or NO. 6 was taken. The enumerator would then proceed to No. 10, 
15, 20, etc., dropping forward or back only when necessary to get a usable 
schedule and still maintain the 1 per 5 ratio. . 
Minor discrepancies are no doubt contained in the county statistics 
shown in this bulletin, but it is almost positive that the summaries in 
which COUllty statistics are combined into crop-reporting district and 
crop-reporting district into state totals are liable to only a very small 
margin of error. 
